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Abstract  
Comprehensive and vocational schools and kindergartens in Estonia have been obliged to introduce quality management 
principles since September 2006. This study was designed to explore teachers’ own opinions to identify how they were involved 
in improvements in Estonian schools according to the criteria set down in the European Foundation for Quality Management 
(EFQM) excellence model.  
The teachers claimed that they had limited involvement in school strategic planning activities, budgeting and personnel 
development. The study stressed that Estonian teachers appreciated student academic achievements highly. The school leadership 
team should develop an activity plan to engage teachers in school improvement activities. 
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1. Introduction and earlier studies 
Many researchers have recently turned to the concept of schools as learning organisations and the relationship 
between teachers and their role in the creation of a learning environment within the organisation. Thus, a large body 
of data concerning teachers’ activities in the school environment has been presented (Sun, Creemers & de Jong, 
2007; Kalin & Zuljan, 2007). The central issue in a quality management system ensuring the formation of a learning 
community within schools is the validity of the involvement of teachers in the process.  
There is now considerable evidence to support the hypothesis that in those schools where teachers are actively 
involved in the creation and implementation of a quality management system it is possible to find more 
characteristics that indicate a learning organisation.  
Many countries have recently turned to the use of total quality management principles and excellence models to 
better meet the current needs of society for school management. A considerable volume of data concerning the use 
of various excellence models (ME) (such as the Malcolm Baldrige Performance Excellence Model – (developed in 
1987) and the EFQM Excellence Model – (designed in 1991) at different levels of schools has recently been 
presented (Nabitz, Severens, Wim van den Brink & Jansen, 2001; Steed, Maslow & Mazaletskaya, 2005; Svensson 
& Klefsjo, 2006; etc). The central issue in quality management in an educational institution is the validity of the 
processes and the principles used in implementing such a system.  
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All comprehensive and vocational schools and kindergartens in Estonia have been obliged to introduce quality 
management principles since September 2006 (Regulation No 23, Estonian Ministry of Education and Research, 
August 04, 2006). The institutions were free to choose their preferred system, but all supporting and study materials 
were developed on the basis of the EFQM model. Although minor attempts to introduce various quality 
management systems on a voluntary basis have been made in Estonia since 2000, the current reform was general 
and obligatory for every institution (all kindergartens, comprehensive and vocational schools). The first self-
evaluation report was to be developed by each institution by spring 2010 at the latest.  
Steed et al (2005) have described eight main principles for the Model of Excellence (EFQM): 
 Customer Focus (excellence in creating sustainable customer value) 
 Results orientation (excellence in achieving results that delight all the organisation’s stakeholders) 
 Leadership and Constancy of Purpose (excellence in visionary and inspirational leadership, coupled with 
constancy of purpose) 
 People Development and Involvement (Excellence in maximising the contribution of employees through their 
development and involvement) 
 Management by Processes and Facts (Excellence in managing the organisation through a set of interdependent 
and interrelated systems, processes and facts) 
 Partnership Development (Excellence in developing and maintaining value-adding partnerships) 
 Corporate Social Responsibility (Excellence in exceeding the minimum regulatory framework in which the 
organisation operates, and striving to understand and respond to the expectations of their stakeholders in society) 
 Continuous Learning, Innovation and Improvement (Excellence in challenging the status quo and effecting 
change by using learning to create innovation and improvement opportunities) 
These principles have been considered mainly as the basis of the Estonian educational self-evaluation system. 
Many papers indicate that the teacher is a central player, or at least one of the stakeholders in introducing any 
quality management system in schools (Linde, 2001; Rothwell, 2005; Mestry, Hendricks & Bisschop, 2009; 
Marshall, 2009; etc). At the same time, there are many authors demonstrating different experiences and perceptions 
of implementing models of excellence in education (Lindborg, 2005; Bore & Wright 2009; Edmund 2008, etc). 
Meirovich and Romar (2006) indicate that teachers (faculty) have a dual role (suppliers/retention seekers) when any 
ME is introduced. Linde (2000) states that quality models may contribute to the reduction of teacher stress. Arif and 
Smiley (2003) declare that in American public schools teachers can implement curricular exchanges with their 
students more effectively if ME is used in the school. Sa and Saraiva (2001) contribute to the customer and service 
provider discussion related to implementing ME. They demonstrate that customer-oriented kindergartens and their 
teachers can be creative and very effective, but building up that type of system takes a long time. 
Several studies indicate problems with the implementation of ME. Ngaware, Wamukuru and Odebero (2006) 
indicate, as a result of questioning 300 teachers in Kenya, that if leaders are not providing the necessary leadership 
to implement ME then a change in the school culture cannot be achieved. Avis (2006) adds that educational practice 
is highly complex and that claims of the success with ME are overstated. Safakli and San (2007) conclude that 
teachers consider leaders implementing ME as “bad”, despite the nature of teamwork and collaboration inside the 
unit. Li and Wong (2008), on the basis of a study with twelve Chinese kindergartens, indicate that teacher 
professionalism is the key to the success of ME. Detert (2008) argues that teachers’ personal interests and capacity 
issues limit change initiatives. 
These studies demonstrate that the implementation of ME in schools is a powerful tool, but its implementation is 
a very complicated and lengthy procedure. The schoolteacher is the main stakeholder in this procedure. Therefore, it 
is important to study the role of teachers in the implementation of ME in Estonian education. 
The aims of the study are to determine: how Estonian teachers describe the implementation of the nine criteria of 
the EFQM model in Estonian schools and to what extent they are involved in their own opinion in the new 
managerial system. 
2. Sample 
The study was conducted from November 2009 until January 2010 in all Estonian comprehensive basic and 
secondary schools. The target group of the study was teachers with classes in the 9th and 12th grades. There were 487 
schools meeting the requirements of the study and 316 of those (65%) responded.  
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The instructional language in schools can be Estonian or Russian and both types of schools were included in the 
study. There were 394 schools (80%) where the language of instruction was Estonian, 42 (9%) where the 
instructional language was Russian and 51 (11%) where it was mixed with an emphasis on the Estonian language 
according to official statistical data. The proportion of respondents by language of instruction provided a similar 
overall picture: 80% of respondents were from Estonian and 20% from Russian or mixed schools. 
All 487 Estonian basic and secondary comprehensive schools were asked to participate in the study. Those school 
heads were asked to forward an electronic questionnaire link to the teachers with classes in grades 9 and 12. 
Altogether 2 125 teachers responded to the questionnaire 271 of which were male and 1 849 female (5 didn’t 
mention their sex). According to demographic parameters this indicated a reasonable cross-section of the teacher 
population.  
3. The instrument 
The questionnaire was developed by the research team on the basis of EFQM excellence model criteria, including 
questions concerning all parts: five enablers (leadership, policy and strategy, people management, resources and 
processes) and four results (people satisfaction, customer satisfaction, impact on society and business results). The 
EFQM model was chosen as the basis for the instrument because the Estonian national framework for school self-
evaluation was developed on the basis of this model. Many countries (especially in Europe) use EFQM for 
improving their educational systems and this provides an international dimension to the current study.  
The teachers’ questionnaire included 94 questions. Two teachers first tested the questionnaire and then it was 
piloted in ten Estonian schools in spring 2009 followed by improvements.  
A six-point Likert scale was used in the questionnaire: 5 meant totally agree 4 – agree, 3 – undecided, 2 – 
disagree, 1 – totally disagree. A 0 point was added, chosen when the person could not answer the question, or had 
insufficient information to answer. Additionally, a small number of open and background questions were asked. The 
instrument was developed by the research team at Tartu University. The questionnaire was published in an 
electronic environment using the e-formular software.  
To accommodate the Russian language schools, the questionnaire was translated into Russian. Experts tested the 
Russian version of the questionnaire also and the translation was validated (checked) by back translation into 
Estonian. The Russian version of the questionnaire was also published using the e-formular software.  
The reliability of the questionnaire was checked by calculating the Cronbach Alpha for each logical section. One 
section of the questionnaire gave a Cronbach Alpha value 0.63, but all the other sections gave values greater than 
0.8. 
In the current paper we focus on the results that consider the professional development of teachers and their 
involvement in school quality management processes. 
4. Results and discussion 
All data were transformed from the electronic e-formular research monkey to SPSS for statistical analysis. 
Descriptive statistical analysis was used based on SPSS17. The open questions and background data were analysed 
separately. The most interesting were statements with responses across all scales. Table 1 presents those statements 
that had a standard deviation of 1.0 or more. 
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Table 1. EFQM model statements with standard variations of 1.0 or greater 
No. Statement Arithmetic 
mean 
SD 
 The school has improved its developmental plan during the last year. 4.04 1.02 
 Our school activities have been reflected enough in the media (newspapers, local 
radio) 
3.42 1.06 
 The school keeps regular contacts with alumnae 3.54 1.05 
 Teachers have been involved in developing the school budget 2.46 1.16 
 The school takes into account that every staff member needs in-service training 
courses on planning  
3.62 1.12 
 Teachers’ development is organised according to a training plan in our school 3.19 1.17 
 Teachers’ workload assessment system is even-handed in our school  3.24 1.06 
 The teachers’ workload assessment process ends with a developmental discussion 3,42 1.21 
 Feedback from senior students is a part of the teachers’ workload assessment 
system 
3.00 1.18 
 Teachers’ salaries depend only on their workload, by number of lessons, and the 
state fixed minimum salary 
3.50 1.42 
 Teachers’ workload-results oriented salary system is fair in our school 2.84 1.19 
 Teachers’ workload-results oriented salary system is very motivational 3.36 1.33 
 Teachers’ workload-results oriented salary system supports the achievement of the 
school goals 
3.24 1.07 
 Student results in different competitions should be part of the teachers’ workload-
result oriented salary system 
3.42 1.00 
 It is common in our school that parents participate in the developmental 
discussions with students 
3.48 1.02 
 Our school has collaborated enough with other schools to support student 
development 
3.46 1.03 
 Our school has collaborated enough with enterprises to support student 
development 
3.28 1.09 
 Our school determines the student-teacher ratio 2.78 1.22 
 Our school determines the computer-student ratio in the computer class 3.52 1.08 
 Our school determines the teacher-computer ratio (computers for teachers everyday 
work) 
3.50 1.26 
 Our school determines the average school spending per student 3.04 1.09 
 Our school determines funds per student from the state budget 3.10 1.00 
 Our school determines teacher turnover  3.18 1.10 
 Our school determines the number of students repeating each year 4.10 1.11 
 Our school compares the results on state tests with the national average 3.58 1.19 




The results of the study demonstrate that schools pay much attention to different analyses, but there are a 
significant number of teachers who have not been involved. Arithmetic means close to 3.5 or above clearly indicate 
the managerial priorities of the schools. But at the same time, high standard deviations (SD) indicate that many 
teachers are not involved in the main processes, or they are not interested in being involved (and schools do not pay 
attention to that). On the other hand, the different aspects of school life have been traditionally analysed for a long 
time, including those with a high-level arithmetic mean in the current study. From this it can be estimated that 
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schools often still run the old managerial system (three years after starting self-evaluation) and only formally 
demonstrate the usage of models of excellence. The results of the study also clearly demonstrate that teachers are 
not involved in school strategic planning, school budgeting discussions and the creation of personnel development 
principles. 
Therefore, according to the study there is considerable scope for making analytical and organisational systems 
more efficient for schools in meeting the purpose of the institution.  
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